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Allowance ol all claims is ruspocLruHy leqiicsied. Cliiims 1,3-4. 9-1 1 , 14-18, 21-22, 27, 
29-30, 35-37, 40-44, 47-48, 53-56, 5S, 6n.fil , 66-6S. 70-75 & 78-79 remain peniling. 

35 U.S.C.^ L12: 

By Applicanls' prior amendment iiiiiilcil FL-bniary 10, 2004, indopcndunl claims 1, 27, 53 
58 wore amended lo mofc pnrticulaiiy poini oiii and dislinclly claim certain feaiuriis of 
ApplicLinls' inveniioii. Tiie lliial Office Ad ion rejects thusc prior submitted amendments under 
35 L1.S.C. ?jli2. fir>5i paragi-aph, as well us uniltr 35 U.SC. §1 12, second paragraph. These 
rejections urc respectfully traversed. 

A decision ofwlielhcr an invention has hccn sulTicienlly enabled requires determinaiion 
ofwhether one reasonably skilled in the an could make or use the invention from disclosures in 
the patent coupled with infoniiaiion known in iht: art whhont undue experimentation." Uiiiieif 
Siatcs V. TclcciroiUcs. Inc., 827 F.2d 778, 7S5, S USP02d J 21 7, 1223 (Fed. Cir. 19SS). Ftirlher, 
a patent need not leuch, and preferably omits, what is well known in Ihe art. In ra liiichner, 929 
F.2d 660, 661, IS USPQ2d 1331, 1332 (Fed. Cir. 1991); Ilyhriwch. Inc. v. Monocloniil 
Amihodies, Inc., S02 K2d 1367, 13K4, 231 USFQ 81, 94 (Fed. Cir. I9S6). ceii. Jenit-d, 480 U-S. 
947 (19S7); and Limlemann Maschincnfabrik CMDll v. American Iloisr <f Derrick Co., 730 F.2d 
1452, 1463.221 USPQ2d 4S1. 489 (Fed. Cir. 1 984). 

If a siatcmeni of utility in (he specification contains within il a connotation of how to use, 
and/or the art rccogni7«.s Ural standard modes of adminisiraiion are known and contemplated, 35 
LI.S.C. §1 12 is satisfied (emphasise added), fn rcjohnson, 282 F.2d 370, 373. 127 USPQ 216, 
219 (CCPA 1960); m Hitrliings, 342 F.2d 80, S7, 144 USPQ 637, 643 (CCPA 1905); and /" 
rt:Uranu,5] F.2d 1560,1566, 34USPQ2d 1437, 1441 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Moreover, the Manual of Patent Hxnminiiia Procedure (MPEP) §2164-04 statci that a 
'\specincution disclosure which contains a teachin(> of the manner and process of m.'il<iiig and 
using an invention in terms which coirespond in scope to those usetl in de.'icribinfi and defining 
Ihe subject matlor soughi to be patenred must he lakcn as being in compliance wilh Ihe 
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onablcmcm rctpiircniciil 01*35 IJ.S,0. §112, first pLira^^ruph, unless there is a reason In Jonbt the 
objective irulli of llic suitomuius confiiincd Ihcrcin which must be relied on lor enabling support". 

Applicants respeci fully subinii ihat both judicial decisions and the MPEP are counter to 
the Rxnmincr's position wirh respect to the adet|iiacy ofihe disclosure ofthc prcseni invention. 
Kurdicr, the Fxaniincrhasi uoi shown a reasonable busis for questioning the adequacy of Ihe 
disclosure to enable a perso n ofordinarN^ s kill i n the an lo \^v^ko and use the claimed invention. 
The specification is in coiTipliance with the enabjcmeni requirement ofSS U.S,C. §112, first 
paragraph, since tbc specification discloses a process of making and using (he invention in lenns 
which correspond in scope to those used in describing and defminL; ihe subject matter soui-ht lo 
be patented. For iliese reasons, Applicnnis ai^ain request reconsideration and withdrawal of the 
rejection to the claims prcscmed herevvivli. 

Tn the Office Aclion, dtc Examiner allcyes ihai *^villIout input from ihe first rcquesloror 
Ihe scc-ond i-etjucstor'' is not enabled by "wiihoul hum;in inlcrvcniion and/or client code^', page 
14, lines Ki-l? in the spccitiealion since ihe rcquesiors are noi mentioned, and a requestor/client 
process or client sub-process is not a user as taughr by ''human inlervenlion". This 
characicri/^ation ofsufficicncy of Applicants' specilication is respectfully traversed. 

As noted in the prior response, nt pai^e 1 1, Applicants indicale Ihat supporl for the claim 
amendments can be found throughout the iipplicaiion. Various specific pages aro then cited by 
way of example. The Office Action relies upon only diree lines of these citations in staling die 
rejection, which is believed to be in error. 

Applicants submit that one of ordinary skill in the an could make and use the invention 
from the disclosure in the specification, and ihiit the amendmenls arc fully supported by the 
application as filed. In Applicants' independent claims, a -first requestor of the compuling 
environment" provides a request to be processeil. This request wails on a response from a 
'^second requestor ofthe computing environmeni". By way of funhcr example, claim 14 reciics 
that the receiving of the request is at n server of the computing environmeni, and thai the first 
requestor is n first cHem and the second requestor is a second client. The specification is rcplcle 
widi specific examples of the first requestor making o requesi which requires a rc.<;ponse from u 
second requestor. Applicants' independent claims then recite specific functionality for 
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dynamically altering one or more eligible ihrcml pools lo provide an altered Ihread pool set of 
eligible thread pools, wlicrein Ihc altered thread pool set is rn sewice the response to avoid 
deadlock with the reLjuest awaiting die response. 

At pyue 15, lines 10-23, Applicanis de.scrihe a clieni request (also refened (o as an SMH 
request or data) being received hy a server, step 406, and diat responsive thereto SHE code is run 
LO dispatch the request to iin available ihrcad frnni an eligible pool. The SRB code does not do 
much processing, for instance, it does not examine the SMB (i.e., client requcKl) lo sec what it is. 
Since the receiving logic does not e.vamine the reqnesi lo deicnnine the nature of the request, 
there is no input from Ihc tlrsi requesior (or, similarly, the second requestor) regarding which 
thread pools can sci^ice the response, Thus, Applicanis' receiving logic functions to schedule 
thread pools without cvalualing the natin e of die requesi itself, i.e., without input from the first 
requestor or the second requestor. 

Ry way of furlhcr example. Applicants siaie ai page 24, hues 12-25, thai the invention 
*lKind!es thread pool assignment dynainic;jily \s iih no indicaiion from the clieni request which 
pool il can use." The "client request" in this senlcnce refers to requesrs/responses from ciihertlie 
first requestor or the second requestor, as is clear to one of ordinary skill in the art from the 
prefeiTOd embodiments ofdie invention described in Ihe spceincatlon. 

To summarize, Applicanis submit that the adequacy of the disclosure oflhe preseni 
invention is supported by hoih judicial decisions and die MPCP, :is well as by the level of 
understanding of a person ofordinary skill in ihe an. Should the Examiner request, AppNcanb- 
can submit one or more declarmions by persons skilled in ihe art in support of the patentability of 
the invention addressing the alleged enablement issue raised by ihe Examiner in the final Office 
Action. Based on the foregoing, reconsideration and wirhdrawal of the 35 IJ.S.C. §112, first 
paragraph rejection to claims 1, 27, 53 & 50 is respecrflilly requested. 

Claims 1, 27, ,53 and 59 were also rejecicd under 35 IJ.S.C. §1 12, .second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point oul and distincily claim the subject matter which 
Applicants regard as the invention, fhe E.^aminer alleges that Ihe ''requestors that do not provide 
input" is unclear in comhinalion with ihe specification's teaching of ^Vithout" "client code". 
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Also, ihe Hxaininer allcyos (hat ii is iinclciir how a deadlijck is avoided, and Ihw a deadlock is 
present in ilie claims. 

J^garding the reqiiiremenl for claims ro p;ii iic-iibrly poini out and distinctly claim the 
invenlion. MHGP §2171 rcc|i.iircs a claim lo be "e\ ciliiaicd in ihecontcxi orwfiethcrtlie claims is 
definiie - i.e., whether the scope of the claims is clear lo a hypoihelical person pi).ssessing (he 
ordinary level of skill in ilie pertiiieni an." MPLiP s^2| 73.02 states ihat claims dirocied lo 
patentiihle siibjeci malier .should he allowed if ihey dcline ihe patentable subject matter "with a 
reilsQjiable deyree of ptirticiihiriiy and disiinctne.ss" (emphasis in orifiinal), M\mP §2 1 73.02 
furtlier states; 

Definltenes.s of claims langunyc must be analyxed, not in a vacuum, bul in 
light of: 

(A) The content of the pariicul:ir application di.sclosure; 

(B) The teachings of ihc- prior an; and 

(C) The claim inierprernnon thai unuld be given by one 
possessing the ordinarily level of skill in the pertinent art at 
the lime the invenlion was made. 

A person ofordinary skill in rhe ail would intciprel Applicants' claim language of 
"wiihoui input from saiil first requestor or siiid second requestor of which thread pools can 
service the response" in light of the speciJicaiion examples proviiled. As recited in the 
independent claims, ihe -first requcsror" comprises a reqncsior from which a request to be 
processed is received. CUvim M makes i« clear thai ,he Hrsi requestor in one example is u first 
client of the eompiiiins en vironn.eni. Because ihe claims ihemsel ves further characterize ihe 
requestor, in one example, as beiny clients, and since rhe specification discusses various 
embodiment.s of the invention relative lo reqi^esisi frnn. clients, Applicanis respeciftilly submit 
dial the -fir^;! requestor" would be understood by one .skilled in the art from the specification 
provided. A,s noted above, suppon for the funciionnliiy at issue recited in Ihe independent claims 
can be found throuiihout the application as filed. Various linos of pages 1 5 & 24 are discussed 
hriefiy above, however, Ihe evan.ples provided niake it c|e«r lhat the first requestor fron. which 
die request is received does not provide an indicnrion of which pool can be used lo service the 
request. This funciionaliiy is reciied lo define the environment of the invention and distinsuish 
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ihc environment from oUier approaches wherein requc^iii arc (yi:>icolly nccompanied with 
inlbmialion to use i\ iipccific pool for proccssinu. riiL- "second requestor" is dc lined in the 
independent claims lo be the retpieslor of the conipuiiny cnvironmeni from which a response lo 
Ihe request i.s required in order to process die l equcsi. This "response" is u type of request which 
must ilself be proccKsed, or serviced, ond lhai ihis .sen icing ai-ain is wilhout inpm fioni Ihe 
second requestor of which thread pool lo service die response. Thus, in Applicfinls' invention, 
the dynaniicully iilteriny Ihe pools occurs whWw) llie compuiing environment upon rcceipl ofdie 
requeai waiting on the response, and wilhoui inpui from ihc Tnst reques(or or the second 
requestor of which Ihrcad pools can ser\ ice die response. Since the (Irsi rcqueslor and second 
requestor are defuicd in die indepcntleiii cLiims, Applicants rcspecLfully submit lhat llie 
dynamically alteriny is recited lo proceed widioui their input, which docs noL mean thai Ihere is 
rol input from another enlity ofthe eompiilintj. environmenU such as (in one example) a server of 
Ihe coinpuling environnient rcccivin;-^ die requcsi and awaiiins die response. 

Regarchng "how a deadlock is a\ oidetl" and "ihai a deadlock is present in the claims", 
Applicants respectfully submit that a person ol ordinary skill in the an would interpret the claims 
at issue in light of ihe speci Ileal ion. hi die specificaiion. Applicants subscribe that the first client 
sends a request to a seiver to be processed, and thai cerkiin reqnesLs require a callback lo oiher 
clients, which must then wait for die response lo die callback to be processed before the llrsl 
requesl can be fully processed. Since diere are a Unite number of service Ihreads, Applicants 
provide a mechanism lo ensure lhat rcspon.w i;e| dispaiched and run. othci-wise, a deadlock 
cotdd exist since if a response is never serviced, a request is never fully processed and that client 
thai sends die request waits indedriiiely for die response lo the request, thus resulting in 
deadlock. Since die scenario is clear from die spccificauon, and since Applicants' independent 
claims eacli discuss a requesl from a llrsi requestor wailing on a response from a second 
requestor, both of which arc to be scmced by a scl of one or more eligible (bread pools. 
Applicants respectfully submit (hal Ihe poicntial deadlock condition is clear, and lhat Applicants' 
technique for avoiding the deadlock^ by dynamically altering the one or more eligible thread 
pools to provide the allercd diread pool sc(, wherein one thread pool ofthe altered diread pool sei 
is lo service ihe response to avoid the deadlock with a requestor awaiting the response would be 
understood hy one skilled in the ail as being Ihe mechanism by which deadlocks are avoided. 
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The {lyiiiiniicnlly aUcriiic; is recilcd to com|iriso sciiiny a pool mask lo indicate the eligible ihrejti 
pools of (he altered thread pool scl to scivicc the response, upon which the request is wjitiny. 

Since the iitdcpeiidcni cj/jims ;>re believed to dcfiiie the inveniion with a siilTicicm degreu 
ofpartictilarily and clarity for one ofordinary skill in tlio art, reconsideration and withdrawal of 
the 35 U.S.C. §112, SL'cond pjirayraph rcjcciion is respecl fully requested. 

3SI.J.S.C. (^ 103(al: 

fn (he Ofllee Action, claims 1 . 3-4, y-ll , 1 4-1 S, 2 1-22, 27. 29-30. 35-37. 40-44, 47-48, 
53-56, 5S. 60-61, firt-fiS, 70-75, ik 78-79 u cre rejecicd under 35 U.S.C. §l03(ii) as being 
unpatciitahk over Schocninfi ci a I. (U.S. Pnicni No. 6,2()5,465; liercinafler, "Schoening") in view 
ol Belkin ct al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,542,020; iKivinaficr. ' Bclkin'")- This rejection m respectfully, 
but most .strenuously, travcirsed. 

All "obviousness" tkHL-miinntion requires an evaluation of whether the prior an taken as 
a whole would sugije.sl Ihc claiined invention raken a.s a whole to one of ordinary skill in the an. 
In evalualiny cl.iinicd subject mailer as a wliok-, ihe Federal Circuit has Lvxpres-sly niandatod thai 
functional claim language be considered in evakiaxiny aclaini relative to the prior art. 
ApplicanUs respecl fii I ly submit lliai the applicaiiou of ihcse standanis to the independent claims 
presented herewith leads to llie conclusion thai the j-ecited subject matter would not have been 
obvious lo one of ordinary skill in the an ba.scd on thi: applietl patents. 

Appliciinls' invention is directed to ihe manajiemeni of thread pools to service a request 
from a requesler (e.g., a client) and a response (e.g., callback response) from another requestor 
on which rbc request is waiting. For insiance. a clieni request for a locked data Hie waits for 
another client's callback re.sponse that unlocks the daia file. This thread pool rnunagenicni 
technique avoids deadlock between the reqtiesi and the response on which the reqticst is wailing 
by dynamically allering an eligible thread pool .sel (e.g., cnniaining a primary thread pool) to 
provide an allei-ed set of thread po.ils. The allered thread pool sel includes, Ibr example, the 
primary I hrcad pool and a secondary thread pool to service the response. By al lowing, for 
example, the secondaiy thread pool lo .service the response and providing the primary thread 
pool lo service the request wailing on Ihc response, deadlock is avoided. This dynamic alieriny 
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schcniL- is Liflicicni because il docs not rcquiri: any inpiil from ihe rcqLicstei-s Ihui issue the reqiiL'sL 
or the response. Tlic thrcyil poo] nmnaecmenL Lcchnique ckiimeil uses low-level oporaiinfi 
system functionnlily ih^il is incapable; orhavinji knowledLjo ordicnt inpuL 

As one exnmpic, applicants cliiim a locliiiiquc- for maiiiiBintj thread pools of a computing 
environnicni (e.g., claim I). This tccliiiiqiic incUicks rcceivinft from a llrs! requester of the 
compiiling environment a request to be proce<:scd. This requesi is wailing on a response fioni a 
secon<l requester oflhe compuling environji^cni, and ihe response is to be serviced by a Ihreatl 
pool selecled from a set of one or more elii;iblc tlircad pools. The technique further includes, 
upon rcceipl oflhe request waiiinfi on the response, and without input from the first requester or 
the t^eeond rciiucsler of which thread pools can sei-\ ice the response, dynamically altering the set 
of one or more eligible thread pools to provide an alleretl IhreaU pool set of olifiiblc thread pools, 
wherein a thread pool of Ihe allered ihread pool set is lo seivice the response to avoid a deadlock 
with the reqne.st awaiLintj the response. The dynaniicidly altering comprises setting a pool mask 
to indicate the eligible thread pools of the altered ihread pool set to service the response. 
Applicants respecl fully submit that ji least ihe feature of dynamically altering ihe .^ei of onti or 
more eligible thread pools without input from ihe llrsi requester or second requester, and wherein 
a thread pool oflhe altci'cd thread pool ^jel is lo service ihe response lo avoid deadlock, is not 
tatii-lit, siuiigostcd or implied by Schocning and Llelkin, alone or in combination. 

Schocnhifi describes determining whether or nol work can be run in parallel in a multi- 
threaded environment- Wlien parallel processing is used, Sclioening dispatches the work onto 
separate Ihreacis b;isc<l on a parlial order determined by prccondilions and resource requirements 
associated with execution components, (see Abstract and Col. 4, lines l-29thereo0. This 
parallel processing technique is different from the protocol of the present invention. 

For example, applicants' claimed invention recites, in part, dynamically altering Ihe sel of 
one or more eligible thread pools wiUio u t input from Ihe first requeste r or the second r equester of 
which thre ad pools c an service the rcsnonse . In contrast, Schocning deiei-mines, with input , 
which thread pools can service y response. The input used by the Schoening patent in its 
detemiinalion of (bread pools is the partial order (e.g., cvoluaiion sequence), which is "dochired 
or stored in a Partial Order objccl and is passed ns a parameter to ihe EvalGroup" (col. 41 , lines 
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4-5). As dcpiclecl in KIG, 5A orScliocniny, panimcicrs nssouialcd with Ihe evalunlion sequence 
or parlial orclor are pusserl ( o CvalGioup 502 Cnm Scjvicc Module FiincUons (SMFs) 512 (aee 
niso eol. 4, liiu^s ^-7). SMFs re ceive such p^jnim eicrs iV oin clianls subsequent lo clicnLs 
acquiring accesr. Lo seiTicc modules (see sleps 41 8, 422 & 424 of KIG. 4A IhcreoO. These 
clients proviUiny the p;iranicicrSi arc requestors as deJliied in :ipplicnnis' independenl cinims. For 
ui least Ihesc reasons, applicanis rcspccifully subniii ihal Schoening Tails lo leacli, suygeuiGr 
imply tlie above-noled aspect orapplicants' invcniion. 

Furilier, applicants^ claim dynamically allering Ihe set of one nr more eligible thread 
pools (without input from the first or second requeslcrs) lo provide an altered thread pool sci of 
clifiible thread pools, wherein a Ihread pool of ihe alrcrcd ihread pool set is lo seivicc the 
response tnayojd a deadloc k with th e reqtiesr a wai iinu Ihe re sponse. As used in the preseni 
application, "deadlock avoidance ' means aNoidiny an indefinile wail, since ifitie response is 
never processed, there is a lyi:ie of deadlock uitli the request waiiiny on the response, fn 
coiilriLSl. Schocn inudoes no t di scuss a dead loc k avoidn ncc scheme at ajl. Instead, Schoening 
describes the cxislcncc ofdeadlock in die case of synchronizing parallel threads (col. 3, lines 24^ 
30) and The deiection of ileadlock aijiiociated vviili the n-nnsnction processing functiojis of the 
Asynchronous Network Interface ( ANIJ. AUhoui-!h ihe existence and detection of deadlock is 
disclosed by Scbocning, applicanls respecrfully submit that Schocning docs noi suggest or imply 
the avoidance of deadlock with a rcquesi nwaiiing a response using a protocol as claimed in (he 
present invention. 

In support of die rejection of ihe prior itulL-pendcni claims, the Office Action stated lhat 
Schoening teaches aUering thread pools and cited col. 40, lines 61-62; col. -11, lines 3-14 & 39- 
42; and col. 42, lines 22-24. These sections ol Schoening describe using transactions to 
synchronize ihreads; passing a pariiai order as a parameter lo EvulGroup and evaluating that 
partial order; processing an execution inanai:er SLib.sysiem object (EvalGroup) in parallel with 
other objects; and providing the partial order of SMFs. To ihc cxteni these ciied sections are 
deemed applicable to the claims prosenled licrewith, applicanls traverse any conclusion that rhcy 
teach, suggcsi or imply the above-notcd fealiircs of applicanls' ehiimed invention. As noted, the 
passing of Ihe partial order paranieler (e.g., the evaluation sequence) indicalcs a thread pool 
determination using input from rc^juesicrs ofwhicli fhrcad pool can service a request, which 

GN999058 _y_ 

; 12/1S ' RCVD AT 5128/2004 11:09:58 AM pstem Daylight Time]' SVR:USPT0IFXgF-1l4 ' DNIS:872930S ' CSID:518 452 5579 ' DURATION (fn[HS):04-20 



MAY. -2S'04(FRI) 10:13 HESLIN ROTHENBERG 



TEL:518 452 5579 



P. 



differs from applicuius' rcciLod dynnmic jllcring of the sel of one or more eligible thread pools 
wilhoui input, fiom ihc lirsl or second requc-sicrs of wliich ihreud pools can service Iho response. 

To sunimari/L\ ScUoeniny TluIs (o IcmcIu suiigest or imply al least the above-described 
recited featLircs of (1 ) dyniunically alLeriag rhc set ofone or more eligible thread pools willioiir 
input from Iho first requester or second rcciucsier of wliich thread pools can service the responac; 
and (2) the dynmnicully iilicring providmy an nhcred ihreud pool sel, wherein n thread pool of 
the altered thread pool set is to service Llic response lo avoid a de^idlock with the re^iucst awailinu 
the response. Applicants respectfully subniii ilui Belkin does not overcome these deficiencies of 
SchoBning as applied :iyainsi die cUiinii of ihc present invcniion. 

For example, Bcllcin deLcnnines which ihicad pool a request is to be associatc-d with jniuii 

from a request (i.e., from a rcqucslerV In paiiicular, Belkin describes in the Abstract thereof: 

. . . When a request is received, ir is processed to determine with which 
thread pool ihc request is to be as.sociated. This processing is carried out 
by deiermining the lyjie of ser\'icc beinjj requested by the request, and 
dien deierminhig which duuad pool is assoeiiited with that I yjie of service. 
Alternatively, this processing is carried oui by exlriicting a set of 
indicaiion informalit^n (e.g., a uni\'ersal resource identifier) from the 
request, then determining which i bread pool is associated with thai ser 
of indication infonnation . . . 

Belkin also discloses that the detenninalion of the lhrea<l pool uliliJ;es user-defined tables. 
For example, Belkin stales (hai tables 200 Linil .'^OOa, ihc user can freely define any thread 
pool, and associale any lyi->c of service with any defined thread pool" (col. 7, lines 44-46; see 
also FTCis. 2 & 3 thcreoO- Moreover, relali\'e lo uscr-dcfincd table 200, Belkin describes an 
evaluation function to determine which Ihreud pools are appropriate vo service a request (col. 15, 
lines 29-44). This evaluation function'.^ deicnnlnation is '*usci'*provided" and "based upon the 
request" (col. 15, lines 32-36). Thus, the deiemiinaUon in Belkin of which thread pool to use is 
performed with input from a user (i.e., clicm or requcsior (sec FIG, 1 IhereoO) of which thread 
pool is lo service a request, which is clearly different from a process which dynamically alters a 
set of one or more eligible Ihread pools without input from a first requester or a second requester 
of which dircad pools can service die response, as recited in ihe chiiins presented herewith. 
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Further, Hclkin describes delccl ion ofclcndlock vvlicii a (hread pool lias no fr^e ihioads 
available (col. 16, lines .1-5). BL-lkln's dclociion ordondlock is cliicciud lo invoking ihe 
evaluation fiinclion in order requests on a qiicui; associnicid with the thread pool (col. 16, lines 
14-43). llic invocalion of the evalujlinn f m iciion i n Bclkin doos nnl a ddress d eadlock 
a voidanc e, n«L5e, a s claime d by | he p rosL-nt. inv ention. Insitiad. it provides the clispnlching code 
in Belkin with input regnrdini- the Ihread pool on \\hich ilie rcqncsi is (o be placed, and where lo 
pill Ihe request on ihc queue. Moreover, ihis deadlock-proniplcd aclion associaicd wit h inpnl of 
which threiid pool c;in service a requesi is diiTereni irom the deadlock avoidance reciled by llie 
claims presenied hcrewilh, wherein a ilircad pool ofihe altered thread pool set is to service Ihe 
response lo avoid a deadlock with the request iiwaiting the response, and vhe altered thread pool 
set is provided by the dynamic iiltcraiion of iho set of one or more eligible thread pools wilhout 
incMi from the lirst requesier or rlie second roqiiesior of which thread pools can service the 
response. 

fn the Office Aclion, il is sialcd ih:u Belkin leaches dynamically detennining different 
clifiihle thread j-roups, and col. 4. lines 3S-39; col. 7, lines 41 ^42; col. 1 5, lines 33-35 and col. 16, 
lines 44-16 ofBelkin arc cited. These sections disclose implementins multiple thread pools; 
specifying, by means of a row of a table, an association between a particular lliruad pool and a 
paiticLilar typo of service; invoking the user-pnuidcd evaluation function lo evaluate a request; 
and invoking the cvalualion function by a request processing mechanism. Applicants 
respectfully iiiiverse any conclusion thai these ciied sections of Belkin leach, suggest or imply 
Ihe subject matter of (he claims presented herewith. As noted, ihc invocation of the evaluation 
function ba.sed on a request and the user-defined associations in the table provide innut of which 
Ihread pools can service a request, which is in contrast to the dynamic jilteralion without input 
from Ihc first or second requesters of which Ihread pools can sc<-vice a response, as recited in Ihe 
claims presenietl herewith. 

Since both Schoening and J^elkin fail lo leach or suggest applicanrs' claimed protocol of 
(1) dynamically altering the set ofone or more eligible thread pools without input from Ihe fir^t 
icqucstcr or second requester ofwhicl. (bread pools can sen'ice the response; nnU (2) ihe 
dynamically allcring providing an altered thread pool set, wherein a thread pool of the altered 
(hread pool set is lo sei^ice the response to av oid a deadlock with the request awaiting Ihc 
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response, il is ruspect fully .submiliccl tli;il rho coinhiiiiiiion docs noi render tho presenl invention 
obvious. 

For the above reasons, Jipplicanis resjiccifully rcquL-sl rccoiisideralioii and withdruwal ol" 
(he obvioiisnoas rejection of inclcpL-ndciil claims i . 27, 53 & 5S. The dcpondenf claiiris :irc 
believed pnlcnlable lor llie sniiK- reasons as ilie indcpL-ndeiU claims from which Ihcy directly or 
ulrimalely depend, as well as Ibr Iheir o\\ n luldiiionn! characlerizaiions. 

All claims arc believed (o be In coiidiiinn for allowance and such action is rcspcclfully 
re<.]uestcd. 

Should ihc Oxaminer wish vo discuss this case umher with tipplicaius' attomcy. the 
Oxiimincr is invited to telephone their hclow-Jisied ropresenlaiive. 



I^especiliil ly subniiited. 



Ke\ in P. Radiyan Cjk 
Aiionicy for Applicams 
Regislralion No.: 31,789 

Dated: Mayj2& ,2004. 

l-JJiSLIN ROTHENBCRG FARf.liY & MJISITI P.C. 

5 Columbia Circle 

Albany. New York 1 2203-5 1 60 

Telephone: (5 1 S) 452-5fiOO 

facsimile; (5 IS) 452-557!) 
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